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ABSTRACT
People have historically used different types of symbols to signal an ideology, to
create a sense of prestige, or to gain legitimacy. Examples of these types of symbols can
be seen in displays ranging from marketing ads to presidential election materials. While
these types of symbols tend to be socially constructed, and universally identifiable, the
consequences of their use are less uniform in nature. This study explores the gap that
currently exists between a symbol’s inherent value and the expected consequences of its
use. My theoretical prediction includes two principles: The use of symbolic management
to create symbolic environments and the concept of mental fit between the symbol
displayed and the personal values of the symbol observer. I test this link through the
creation and viewing of video vignettes containing specific types of symbolic value.
Using a sample of university students, I find that viewing an ideological symbolic
environment that matches the symbolic environment architect’s political ideology elicits
higher levels of affect-based trust. Additionally, I find that comparative symbolic
environments elicit higher levels of pragmatic legitimacy compared to environments
containing isomorphic symbolic value.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
World War II caused the destruction and subsequent rebuilding of structures
around the world. One such building, the Commons Chamber in Great Britain, was
damaged by incendiary bombs in October 1943. Following the chamber’s destruction, a
debate began whether to rebuild or demolish their pivotal government building. Approval
from Prime Minister Winston Churchill facilitated reconstruction in May 1945 but with
the following restriction: the adversarial rectangular pattern must be kept in lieu of
moving to the semi-circular design found in other legislative assemblies. Churchill was
one of the biggest advocates of keeping the original design due to the buildings direct
impact in shaping the two-party system which was the core of the British parliamentary
democracy. He shared his observation of structural design at an architectural awards
ceremony in 1924 stating: “we shape our buildings and afterwards our buildings shape
us…and then after use, we may choose to shape the buildings still again and perhaps even
again” Smith & Bugni, (2006, p. 132).
Churchill’s reference of purposefully designing buildings to illicit behavior would
later come to be known as the use of symbolic management. Since the mid-20th century,
researchers have identified how symbols “capture and convey meanings capable of
advancing the organization’s pluralistic objectives” (Schnackenberg et al, 2019, p. 2).
These symbols can take the shape of a building, emblem, logo, or even a narrative if
constructed to influence attitudes and beliefs (Bansal & Clelland, 2004; Bundy et al.,
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2013; Elsbach, 1994, p. 58; Elsbach & Sutton, 1992; Elsbach et al., 1998; Fiss & Zajac,
2006; Oliver, 1991; Westphal & Zajac, 1998; Zajac & Westphal, 1995; Zott & Huy,
2007). Each day, people consume the symbols in their environment. These environments
contain “ambient stimuli” (Brebner, 1982; Hackman, 1976) that link previous symbolic
interactions with similar stimuli which in turn leads to personal inferences and
expectations (Ashforth, 1985, p. 844). Interactions of this nature contextually shape
perceptions induced by the environment.
The concept of absorbing ambient symbolic value has been ambiguous until
recently. In a response to calls for clarity on symbol properties and the use of
organizational symbolic management for strategic advantage (Desai & Kouchaki, 2017;
Ravasi & Rindova, 2004; Rindova et al., 2009; Zajac & Westphal, 1995), Schnackenberg
et al. (2019, p. 1) proposed to:
Advance a process framework of symbolic management to describe the
relationships between organizational approaches to managing symbols, the
forms of symbolic value organizations seek to create and capture, and the
prevailing outcomes of symbolic management.

In addition, Schnackenberg et al. (2019) synthesize decades of research to define symbols
and outline three types of symbolic value conveyed through symbolic management –
comparative, isomorphic, and ideological. With the demarcation of different types of
symbolic value established, research can now begin as to their effects when used for
strategic purposes.
The destruction and rebuild of the House of Commons is one of several instances
in which buildings and environments shape people. While architecture literature has
2

explored the effects of building design, little research has been conducted within the
symbolic management literature as to how the value displayed affects people.
Schnackenberg et al. (2019) recently synthesized different bodies of literature to create
definitions of different types of symbolic value, however, there has been no research to
date that applies these definitions to symbol creation with intent. Moreover, there has
been no research as to how symbols created in this manner affect people when used in
conjunction with other symbols in a single environment. The intersection of symbolic
management and environments that contain symbols (or are themselves symbols) brings
me to the purpose of my dissertation: How do environments containing symbols affect
perception creation? I seek to advance the understanding of how symbol observers
internalize symbolic value and create their perception of the architect of the symbolic
environment. Previous research either mainly focuses on organizations or interchanges
the unit of analysis, varying from principal to agent. In contrast, I specifically focus on
perception of the symbolic environment’s architect.
This dissertation is broken into five chapters. Chapter 2 encompasses a review of
symbolic management, symbol substance, types of symbolic value, and signaling. I start
by summarizing the symbolic management literature. This includes discerning between a
symbol, a non-symbol, paths that symbols can take, processes for symbols, and objectives
for agents or organizations using symbolic management. I discuss the three types of
symbolic value identified by Schnackenberg et al. (2019). These symbols – ideological,
comparative, and isomorphic, each provide different meanings when consumed. My
intent is to purposefully create a symbolical environment using symbols and assess the
perceptions created by the individual consuming the symbolic value.
3

Having summarized the symbolic management literature, I then examine different
bodies of literature for examples of previously created symbolic environments.
Specifically, I discuss instances of symbolism within design and architecture. These
environments provide insight to previously created symbolic environments. I identify
some of the intentionality that architects incorporate into their designs to facilitate
symbolic interaction in these symbolic environments.
To create the conditions for symbolic transference, I examine the symbolic
interaction literature. Contained within this body of literature are the core tenets of
symbolic interaction theory which justify the role of symbolic management when
creating a physical environment (Cohen, 1989; Werlen 1993; Liebsch, 2010; Ashforth,
1985). The purposeful use of symbols signals different meanings to different environment
consumers. This fundamental principle is symbolic management through signaling.
In Chapter 3, I introduce a theoretical model for the perception of a symbolic
environment architect using symbolic management. In addition, I propose a link between
the use of specific symbols and the perception of the architect who is displaying these
symbols. First, I hypothesize that values alignment (in the form of political affiliation)
between a symbol observer and a symbolic environment moderates the relationship
between processing of that symbolic environment and affect based trust for the architect
of said environment. Second, I elaborate how comparative symbolic value should elicit
higher levels of pragmatic legitimacy. Third, I examine similar “taken-for-granted”
properties of isomorphism and cognitive legitimacy. I hypothesize that these isomorphic
symbolic environments should elicit higher levels cognitive legitimacy.
4

To examine the effects of the different types of symbolic environments, I
conducted a field experiment using different forms of symbolic value created from
definitions within the literature to test my hypothesis. First, in order to build symbolic
environments conveying the specific type of symbolic value, a pre-study was conducted
using symbols I constructed to ascertain whether the manufactured symbols were
perceived to contain the appropriate type of symbolic value. Next, three symbolic
environments were created each displaying five of the same type of symbol in term of
value being signaled.
Chapter 4 contains a summary of the analysis. A 3x2 ANOVA and pairwise
comparison analysis was conducted to test Hypothesis 1. Results indicated that observers
whose personal political affiliation matched that of the symbolic environment architect
reported higher levels of affect-based trust in their evaluation of the symbolic value
architect. Hypothesis 2 was conducted using One-way ANOVA and planned contrast
analysis. A significant difference in mean scores of pragmatic legitimacy were reported
between environments containing comparative value and isomorphic value. Similarly,
while isomorphic symbolic environments and cognitive legitimacy share similar
characteristics, no discernable difference in scores between conditions was reported,
again using a One-way ANOVA and planned contrast.
Chapter 5 concludes with a discussion of the results and directions for future
research. The findings from Hypothesis 1 creates a framework for future research to
expand on the addition of mental fit in the symbolic management process. Researchers
should explore whether differences exist in symbol perception between in-person and
5

online interactions. In addition, future research should explore the effects on the symbol
observer of different types of symbolic value contained within one symbolic
environment. Building on the findings of Hypothesis 1, researchers should seek other
sources of mental fit that could account for the internalization of symbolic value by a
symbol observer. The findings from this study provide insight that individuals can use
symbolic management to manipulate their environment in order to facilitate positive
outcomes.

6

CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
A Review of Symbolic Management
While there are examples of symbols reflecting meaning throughout history, the
exploration of symbolic management by scholars originated through the study of firms,
corporations, and organizations in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Once defined as
organizational symbolism, symbolic management currently includes the strategic use of
symbols and the analysis of organizations as “cultures” whose objectives extend beyond
the pursuit of rational goals (Fotaki et al., 2020). Researchers such as Fotaki, Altman,
and Koning (2020) have identified that organizational culture stems from the symbolic
meaning of shared beliefs, rituals, and ceremonies and well as informal cultural practices
such as language, gossip, and stories (Swidler, 1986). Additionally, symbols that carry
organizational value have been identified within myths, stories, and sagas which are then
“used as points of symbolic convergence (Bormann, 1983)” (Eisenberg, 1984, p. 231).
Together, the meanings expressed through purposefully constructed and culturally
accepted symbols are what define organizational culture.
Symbolic management has become a broad and encompassing domain. Recent
work by Westphal and Park (2020, p. 1) describes symbolic management as “a broad,
multi-level theory that has far-reaching implications for strategic management and
organizational behavior.” Evidence of symbolic management’s pervasiveness can be
found within architecture, consumption, and management literatures (Schnackenberg et
7

al., 2019; Sherman, 2007, 2010; Westphal & Park, 2020). While symbolic management
may permeate through different domains, the overall purpose remains the same:
“managing symbols perceived to ascribe strategically consequential meanings to the
structures, actions, and intentions of the organization” (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p.
25).
The need for understanding symbol effects has grown in recent years. To
understand the effects of a symbol’s meaning, one pivotal assumption must be made:
perception of reality is mostly a social construct (Berger & Luckman, 1966). Specifically,
perceptions of reality manifest through the internalization of meanings which are
acquired through interaction. Shaping the interaction through the manipulation of
symbols is symbolic management (Pfeffer, 1981). While the goal is referenced above,
according to Schnackenberg et al. (2019, p. 10), the process of symbolic management
includes:
Managing the subjective features of such substantive objects and actions
and appears to entail decisions and actions that symbolize events and
experiences as meaningful, modify or transform the elements of meaning
that are ascribed to symbols, and leverage symbols as instruments of
economic exchange.
The use of symbolic management is not limited to organizations and may extend
to the agents within the organization. As stated by Westphal and Park (2020, p. 2),
“agents of symbolic management may include lower-level managers and third parties
such as consultants, in addition to corporate leaders.” For organizations to thrive,
subsidiary actors such as these must be enabled and treated as “institutional
entrepreneurs” with the central task to create “an environment that can enact their claims”
(DiMaggio, 1988, p. 15; Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; DiMaggio, 1991; Hinings & Greenwood,
8

1988; Suchman, 1994). It is important to note that institutional entrepreneurs strive to
create environments that are beneficial to both themselves and the organization.
Objectives of Symbolic Management
“There are three sides to every story: your side, my side, and the truth.
And no one is lying. Memories shared serve each differently.”
– Robert Evans
Reality is subjective. Ortony (1979, p. 1) once described the myth of an objective
reality as:
Knowledge of reality, whether it is occasioned by perception, language,
memory, or anything else, is a result of going beyond the information
given. It arises through the interaction of that information with the context
in which it is presented, and with the knower’s pre-existing knowledge.
Ortony’s description is known as assessing the mental fit of the conveyed symbolic value.
Since an individual’s perception of reality is a function of pre-existing knowledge and
mental fit, reality can be subjective because a signal observer chooses what to acquire
and to apply versus what to ignore. Within the organizational context, organizations and
their agents take advantage of this opportunity by manufacturing symbols that convey
particular meanings for which observers subsequently internalize and use to construct
their intended perception of reality. In “truth”, the observer’s perception of reality can be
the personal manifestation of the signaler’s intent especially when the information being
signaled aligns with the observer’s constructed reality.
Symbols have the power to create or to change perceptions. Organizations
actively seek to manage the use of symbols in order to create positive perceptions and
gain a competitive advantage. Schnackenberg et al., (2019, p. 10) further elaborates that
9

symbolic management “entails managing symbols perceived to ascribe strategically
consequential meanings to the structures, actions, and intentions of the organization.”
Symbols within an environment can be the first opportunity for observers to consume the
signaler’s symbolic value. Evidence suggests that perceptions formed by symbols can
anchor the judgements made about the signaler. Specifically, Eisenberg (1984, p. 234)
found that “beliefs tend to be self-sealing; once an initial attribution is made about an
individual, the tendency is to select information which is consistent with the initial
assessment.” Simply put, once judgement has been passed, people start to select stimuli
that reinforce the initial judgement.
Research within sociology and symbolic management has yielded several
successful uses of symbol manipulation to shape observers’ construction of reality. A
notable example is the use of concierges. Labor practices conducted by concierges
include creating reasonably accepted aesthetics that differentiate class and gender
(Sherman, 2010). Concierges not only use culturally understood symbols, but they also
help define their comparative value. For example, concierges may ascribe terms such as
fashionable to a fur coat, which subsequently ascribes elevated status and prestige to the
person to whom the fur coat belongs. Since concierges are accepted sources for the taste
discrimination, legitimacy is then applied to perceptions of social distinctions made by
observers (Sherman, 2010). Goffman (1951, p. 303) described a similar group of
symbolic value laborers called curator groups whose primary function was to “build and
service the symbolizing equipment of a class” – namely comparative value. Unlike
concierges, curator groups were not siloed solely to fashion. According to Sherman
(2011, p. 202), architects, teachers, interior decorators, artists, and domestic workers are
10

all classified as curator groups due to their lower status and “daily work that requires
them to become proficient in manipulating symbols which signify a higher position than
the one they themselves possess (Goffman, 1951, p. 303).”
Interaction with symbolic environments can be directed and are therefore not
entirely spontaneous (Ashforth, 1985). Mechanisms for symbolic management are
comprised of verbal and non-verbal communications including organizational processes,
policies, and structures (Westphal & Park, 2020). Within organizations, targets for
symbolic management include select lower-level employees, board members, and
external stakeholders (Westphal & Park, 2020). Because these employees act as agents
for organizations, perceptions of both the agent and organization can be created through
the transference of symbolic value.
The role of the signaler is an important consideration. Observers of signals rarely
possess complete knowledge of the signaler. Interestingly, if observers perceive signalers
as not motivated by self-interest (or nefarious motives are not obvious), observers are less
likely to solicit different viewpoints or contemplate competing information (Westphal &
Park, 2020). In essence, a cat and mouse game exist between symbolic value signalers
and observers. Should a signaler decide to deceive his or her audience, the symbolic
value conveyed must not trigger any “red flags” or the observer will begin to question
aspects of the signaler.

11

Approaches and Paths to Symbolic Management
The use of symbolic management can be distilled into three general approaches:
creating new symbols, elaborating the meaning of symbols, and gaining association with
recognized symbols (Schnackenberg et al., 2019). The first approach, symbol creation,
“refers to the establishment of new categories intended to classify emergent experiences,
objects, beliefs, and attitudes” (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p. 26). For example, during
the Paterson silk strike of 1913, “Big Bill” Haywood, founding member of the union
Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), raised an open hand and proceeded to close each
finger until a fist was formed. To the crowd of strikers, the abstract concept of collective
power was given physical form and made understandable to the masses. Haywood’s
symbol was given meaning only after closing each finger to form a fist and making a
reference to the IWW. Not only had Haywood motivated the strikers with his gesture, but
he had also given them a physical manifestation of his personal unification ideology.
The second approach to using symbolic management can be found within the
elaboration of a symbol’s meaning. Symbolic elaboration helps the observer elucidate the
intended symbolic value by “clarifying, justifying, and explaining the meaning of
symbols in an effort to amplify, reify, or assert their value” (Schnackenberg et al., 2019,
p. 27). Using the previous example, the narrative that accompanied Haywood’s gesture is
an example of a specific type of symbolic elaboration identified by Schnackenberg et al.
(2019) – symbolic explanation. Symbolic elaboration of this nature allows organizations
to transfer knowledge to naïve stakeholders with relevant words and examples
(Loewenstein et al., 2012). Through symbolic explanation, any fog obscuring symbolic
value is lifted and the process of assessing mental fit can continue.
12

The last symbolic management tactic is characterized as symbolic association. In
contrast to symbolic creation and symbolic elaboration, symbolic association “refers to
the organization’s actions to gain affiliation with already valuable symbols…[and]
managing associations with existing symbols carrying relatively fixed meanings that are
seen as impervious to modification or replacement” (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p. 30).
For example, Haywood’s clinched fist symbol would later be adopted by groups such as
the Red Front Fighters (subsequently what would become Antifaschistische Aktion,
better known as ANTIFA), Popular Front (an anti-fascist coalition), the Spanish
Republic, the 1968 Olympics, and Black Lives Matter as a means to associate collective
power to the group.
In conjunction with symbolic management approaches, vertical and horizontal
paths describe how signalers use symbols to ascribe meaning. According to
Schnackenberg (2019, p. 22), “Vertical ascriptions layer symbols with multiple desirable
meanings within a given category of symbolic value.” For example, organizations
attending industry conferences may display several instances of comparative superiority
at their booth to convey they are the best choice for consumers. Conversely, signalers
who choose a horizontal path display several different types of symbolic value
(Schnackenberg et al., 2019). Using the previous example, if the industry conference is
centered around agricultural sustainability, organizations may use several symbols that
demonstrate their ideology as well as their comparative superiority. Combined with
symbolic approaches, symbolic paths allow for signalers to strategically create
environments that allow observers to consume the intended symbolic value.

13

Outcomes of Symbolic Management
The effective use of symbolic management can yield several advantages. These
advantages may be realized in the form of resource acquisitions, enhanced performance,
risk mitigation, organizational change, social change, and altered perceptions of the
signaler (Schnackenberg et al., 2019; Sherman, 2010). For example, should a salesperson
wish to convey adherence to the law to new clients, he or she may display isomorphic
value symbols such as state licensures or inspection records in order to associate his or
herself with positive qualities such as fairness. Similarly, organizations that wish to
change their culture may display new ideological symbols that encompass new
organizational values.
Organizations “must first be successful in influencing how stakeholders perceive,
understand, and judge the organization” to realize functional advantages associated with
symbolic management (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p. 35). Functional advantages
obtained through symbolic management can be attributed to three intervening factors
related to the stakeholder, namely their perspectives, sensemaking, and social judgments
(Schnackenberg et al., 2019). The first intervening factor, perspective making, includes
attempts to strengthen the unique knowledge of an organization or community (Boland &
Tenkasi, 1995). Such attempts generally include the use of symbolic creation and can
result in perspective making that defines and categorizes organizational objectives,
intentions, and services (Schnackenberg et al., 2019). The second intervening factor,
sensemaking, attempts to convey “plausible images that rationalize what people are
doing” (Weick et al., 2005, p. 409). These images, or symbols, enable signalers to
attribute meaning thus increasing the awareness and understanding of the observer
14

without creating new perspectives (Schnackenberg et al., 2019; Weick et al., 2005). The
third intervening factor, social judgements, references an observer’s “decision or opinion
about the social properties of an organization” (Bitektine, 2011, p. 152). Specifically,
social judgements within the context of organizational setting are expressed as status,
reputation, and legitimacy (Bitektine & Haack, 2015; Lange & Washburn, 2012).
Figure 1: Symbolic Management's Role in Perception Creation
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Signaling Theory Within Symbolic Management
In the early 1970s, researchers investigated the disconnect between potential
employers and labor markets. Spence (1974) observed that employers lacked information
about potential new hires. To compensate for the lack of transparency, job candidates
obtained additional education to signal their qualifications and reduce information
asymmetry. While the achievement of a degree is the signal that employers reacted to, it
is the comparative symbolic value of an advanced degree that stratified applicants. In
essence, signaling theory can be used to describe the behavioral process that occurs for
both the signaler and receiver when two parties possess different information (Connelly,
et al., 2011).
Symbolic management and signaling theory share similar fundamental
assumptions. These assumptions include: (1) the signal must be observable and known in
advance and (2) the presence of asymmetric information (Certo et al., 2001; Janney &
Folta, 2003). The presence of asymmetric information is the catalyst that allows symbolic
management to be used as an effective tool. Spence’s signaling theory offers an
“intriguing opportunity for reconciling the strategic-actor and materialist approaches in
the social sciences with approaches centered on meaning, social value, and ritual
(BliegeBird et al., 2005, p. 225).” Additionally, Bliegebird et al. (2005, p. 222) surmised
that “signaling theory provides a way to articulate idealist notions of the intangible social
benefits that might be gained through symbolic representations of self with more
materialist notions of individuals as self-interested but socially embedded decision
makers.” In essence, symbolic management is the manifestation of a signalers idealistic
meanings and signaling is the method of transference.
16

Although not explicitly labeled symbolic management, previous signaling
literature has examined instances of symbolic management. For example, Sanders and
Boivie (2004) highlighted the use of isomorphic symbols to imply credibility to other
parties through the acquisition of a certification or an academic degree. Subsequently,
such activities, or attributes, can be credible indicators of signal quality and possess the
ability to alter the beliefs of the market (Spence, 1974; Sanders & Boivie, 2004). A
practical application includes communicating signals that display desirable qualities
during the screening, valuation, and due diligence stages of the hiring process. (Busenitz
et al., 2005).
Cost Signaling Theory
Within signaling literature, a specific sub-theory has manifested and further
continues to demonstrate the interwoven relationship between symbolic management and
signaling theory. Cost signaling theory proposes that behavior that may seem expensive
and often arbitrary or “wasteful” or morphological signals are designed to convey honest
information that benefits both observers and signalers (Smith and Bliegebird, 2003). The
four conditions that must exist for cost signaling to apply as defined by Bliegebird et al.
(2005, p. 224) include:
(1) Members of a social group vary in some underlying attribute (physical
condition, resource endowment, need, motivation) that is difficult or
impossible to observe but could in principle be reliably signaled.
(2) Observers stand to gain from accurate information about this variation
in attribute quality.
(3) Signalers and recipients have conflicting interests in the sense that
successful deceit (e.g., appearing to be a fleeter prey, a more dangerous
adversary, or a more attractive mate than is in fact the case) would benefit
signalers at the expense of the recipients.
17

(4) Signal cost or benefit (to the signaler) is quality dependent (i.e., the
marginal cost of the signal is negatively correlated with the signaler’s
quality or the marginal benefit is positively correlated with the same.
Bliegebird et al. (2005, p. 224) further devise that the resulting outcomes, when
the above conditions are met, can elicit the expectation of “one or more ‘design forces’
(i.e., decision making, subconscious learning, natural selection, or adaptive cultural
transmission) to favor a system of communication conforming to the costly-signaling
framework.” Located here at the intersection of cost signaling and symbolic management
is where I hypothesize the determination of mental fit, internalization of the signalers
symbolic value, and the construction of perception by the observer occurs.
Symbolic Environments
Symbolic environments are purposefully constructed spaces that use
predetermined types of symbolic value to convey desired meanings. Ashforth (1985, p.
845) was one of the first researchers to observe the role of physical settings as symbols,
suggesting “some subtle and pervasive ways in which the work environment shapes
interaction, and evokes inferences and expectations.” The symbolic effects induced by a
physical environment “may be quite potent, largely because they are so subtle and
pervasive” (Ashforth, 1985, p. 844).
Within the context of an organizational setting, Ashforth (1985, p. 843) identifies
avenues where organizational indoctrination may occur, to include:
(a) Repeated slogans, stories, or myths that are centered around a
philosophy of management, (b) a unique language, (c) ceremonies,
hazing, and rites of passage, and (d) the use of mentors or advisors.
If we were to deconstruct any physical environment, it is quite possible that will find
different types of symbolic value that were purposefully placed to convey a preconceived
18

meaning. According to Ashforth (1985, p. 844), physical settings are typically a product
of:
(a) technical or engineering requirements (though, because of equifinality,
the technology is seldom deterministic); (b) a desire for social legitimacy
(i.e., a desire to conform to widely-held expectations of how an
organization ought to look, Meyer & Rowan, 1977); (c) a desire to present
a certain organizational image; and (d) the relative power and influence of
organizational constituents (e.g., to reinforce status and increase control of
others) (Becker, 1981).
Ashforth’s (1985) observation of a physical setting describes how symbolic management
can lead to desirable strategic outcomes.
Symbols Within Symbolic Management
Schnackenberg et al. (2019, p. 14) defines symbols as “categories of social
construction with ascribed meanings defined by the agents and audiences who use them.”
Prior to Schnackenberg et al.’s symbol definition, Lehn & Gibson (2011, p. 316)
theorized “communication processes and the interexchange of significant symbols as
central to his theory of mind and as constitutive of how people internalize social
conventions and collaborate to construct meaning.” Thus, symbols play a pivotal role in
conveying symbolic value to different audiences. This transferred value, however, is
contextual and subjective to the signal consumer. Because symbols “are representations
of truth rather than direct experiences of truth,” the same symbol may carry different
levels of symbolic value due to the different experiences accumulated by the signal
consumer (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p. 9).
The mental state of the symbol consumer directly impacts the intrinsic
symbolization while simultaneously shaping symbol perceptions (Liebsch, 2010). If the
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value of the symbol makes since to the symbol observer, symbolic configurations are
appropriated due to the fit between the consumer’s mental state and particular
identification (Liebsch, 2010). The combination of mental state and personal
identification is crucial. Symbolic value in the form of images, symbols, and ideas can
only transform an observer’s perception when there is mental fit (Liebsch, 2010).
Additionally, Liebsch (2010, p. 262) states:
Only in this case are collective and symbolic configurations able to bring
a new and different perspective to it, while also providing the person
concerned with orientation and stability. The images, symbols, and
symbolic practices appropriated depend on the kind of stabilization and
orientation that is desired and considered necessary.
In addition to physical symbols, stories can be carriers of symbolic value.
Specifically, stories told in a narrative format hold meaning that observers use to construe
their own reality. From an organizational lens, narratives have been used as a tool to
communicate with external stakeholders (Boje, 1991, 1995, 2001, 2008). Organizations
can use such narratives to signal future change and identify the overall mission (Brown et
al., 2008; Elsbach, 1994; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996). Strategically, the symbolic value
contained within narratives can start a cascade effect beyond the symbol’s interaction. As
observed by Liebsch (2010, p. 257):
Symbols permit us to stand at a distance from immediate external
constraints and inner emotional compulsions. They enable lines of action
that are not necessarily part of an immediate experience, and they make
possible the creation of new relationships and types of relationship, which
can be energized and vested with affective meaning and have an
innovative effect.
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Types of Symbolic Value
The meaning of a symbol’s value is a combination of intrinsic, relative, and
contextual meanings (Schnackenberg et al., 2019). Thus, a symbol that provides a
significant amount of symbolic value to one individual is not guaranteed to do so to
another. Moreover, a symbol’s value may not be internalized in the same way by
different signal consumers. For example, one individual may observe the Chick-fil-A
symbol and ascribe political meanings, while another person may simply ascribe the
quality of the food. In addition, symbols are not confined to signaling only a single type
of symbolic value. A single symbol may convey multiple types of symbolic value at the
same time.
Ideological Symbolic Value
Symbols containing ideological value “indicate ‘the right thing to do’ based on
beliefs respondents find attractive or admirable” (Suchman, 1995, p. 579). These
symbols help to delineate right from wrong, and convey moral, ethical, normative, or
virtuous meanings (Berg, 1986; Booth & Richard, 1998; Glynn, 2000). In addition,
symbols with ideological value are a function of intrinsic meaning which includes
“complex sets of beliefs and ideas that are ascribed to a symbol in absence of its
relationship to other symbols and are therefore often difficult to copy or imitate (e.g.,
Hall, 1986)” (Schackenberg et al. 2019, p. 17). Examples of intrinsic meaning include
sacred symbols that elicit a “strong sense of tribal or congregational unity” or “rightness
and security” (Liebsch, 2010, p. 257). Other examples that convey political ideology in
reference to social, economic, and government polices include symbols that portray
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political affiliation such as the American Republican Party elephant or the Democrat
Party donkey (Snow, 1993).
In addition to ideological narratives, physical symbols play a crucial role in
transferring religious ideology. Physical symbols with religious ideology purposefully
incorporate key tenants, stories, or events that transpired prior to the symbol’s
conception. Once established, the symbols ideological value can be transferred through
symbolic interaction. When a symbol’s value is received, perceptions and cues inferences
can then be influenced (Ashforth, 1985).
Prior literature surrounding ideological symbol value focuses heavily on religion.
Due to the deeply abstract nature of religion, consumption can be difficult. To spread
ideology, non-corporeal entities must be humanized in a way that the average person can
relate to. A narrative used to convey religious ideology can in itself become a symbol
(e.g., the Bible, Catholic Mass, mission trips). The verbalization of religion requires three
elements: the event itself, interpretation, and articulation of experienced events (Liebsch,
2010). Within the context of religion, two paths exist for symbolic appropriation
(Liebsch, 2010). The first path is similar to ‘symbolic interaction forms’ identified by
Lorenzer (1972, 1977) where meaning arises from experiences and is retained. The
second path allows a more collaborative process that is “diverse, open, and creative”
(Liebsch, 2010, p. 261).
Ideological symbols can be used to facilitate advantages when properly managed.
For example, American flags were added to communications with the Nichiro
Shoshu/Saka-gakkai (NSS) to facilitate easier integration into the United States. These
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symbols signaled intrinsic meanings such as trustworthiness, decency, and wisdom
(Schnackenberg et al., 2019). In addition, Meyer & Rowan’s (1977) research pertaining
to vision statements identifies that an ideological symbol helps to facilitate sensemaking.
In their review, motivation and solicitation of support was found to be easier when an
organization’s vision statement signaled “collectively valued purposes” (Meyer &
Rowan, 1977, p. 349). Symbols such as these can be collectively displayed to create a
symbolic environment. It is in these constructed symbolic environments where observers
can consume their value and construct their own perception, and subsequently their
reality of the symbolic environment architect.
Symbolic Environments Constructed with Ideological Symbols
Examples of environments containing ideological symbols can be found within
different bodies of literature. Schnackenberg et al. (2019, p. 18) previously identified
several ideological value symbols to include:
National charters (e.g., the U.S. Constitution), certain organizational
names (e.g., the Red Cross), and religious emblems (e.g., the Christian
cross) as examples of symbols that have the capacity to carry a high level
of ideological value based on the intrinsic meanings ascribed to them (e.g.,
King & Haveman, 2008).
Further elaborating on Schnackenberg et al.’s examples, constructed environments
encompassing these symbols become ideological in nature. For example, museums that
contain artifacts such as national charters or religious relics are symbolic environments.
Signal observers may feel more nationalistic after having toured such a museum.
Due to the selective nature of ideological symbol interpretation, the concept of
mental fit plays a key role in symbolic value transference. For the purposes of this study,
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I chose to examine the role politics plays in symbolic value transference. During the
tenure of President Donald Trump, America saw an increased polarization of political
affiliation among its citizens. The two main established parties, Democrat and
Republican, have a galvanized following with established values. Each party has their
own distinct symbol, and that symbol is representative of their core values. In addition,
studies have shown that political affiliation can influence important managerial
outcomes. For example, a study conducted by Bhadari and Golden (2021) examined the
relationship between CEO political preference and credit ratings, and found that firms
with Republican CEOs were associated with higher credit ratings especially when those
firms were headquartered in conservative areas. In addition, any changes in political
ideology are associated with credit rating changes. A second example of political
affiliation influence can be found in a recent publication by Gupta et al. (2021). In their
study, Gupta and his colleagues examined Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
adoption and the personal political ideology of Fortune 500 CEOs. They found that firms
were more likely to adopt a CSR executive position when such changes were instituted
by conservative-leaning CEOs at other firms first.
Symbolic Environments and Trust
Trust plays a key role for manager success (Chua et al., 2008). Trust, according to
McAllister (1995, p. 25) is “the extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to
act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of another.” To this effect, greater
cooperation can be achieved through trust (Coleman, 1990; Dawes, 1980; Messick &
Brewer, 1983). However, in new encounters, there is asymmetrical information when
accounting for trust. This asymmetry is what allows the use of symbolic management
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through the use of signaling to be productive. People are inherently searching for the
motives and values of the people with whom they interact. Festinger (1954) observed that
people compare themselves against others as a way to evaluate their own limitations and
capacities. Lewicki and Bunker (1995, p. 139) reference trust as “a state involving
confident positive expectations about another's motives with respect to oneself in
situations involving risk.” In addition, they follow by proposing two dimensions of trust:
calculus-based trust and identification-based trust. The same year, McAllister proposed
two similar dimensions of trust: cognition-based and affect-based.
The two types of trust defined by McAllister have become common vernacular in
trust research (Tomlinson et al., 2018). Cognition-based trust is grounded in an
individual’s belief about another’s dependability and reliability (McAllister, 1995). This
type of trust “is formed by the expectation that the other is credible in others’ knowledge,
skill, and competence to perform a task” (Choi et al., 2014). In addition, according to
Lapointe et al. (2014), cognition-based trust refers to “an instrumental evaluation of the
salient personal characteristics of the other party such as integrity, competence, honesty,
reliability, and dependability (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; McAllister, 1995; Schaubroeck et
al., 2011).” These characteristics can be found in symbolic environments. The symbolic
environment architects can purposefully place symbols that convey these positive traits.
McAllister’s (1995) other dimension of trust, affect-based trust, is relational in
nature (Lapointe et al., 2014). Affect-based trust references an emotional bond that is
created between individuals, and is rooted in concern, reciprocal care, and consideration
(McAllister, 1995). More importantly, affect-based trust has repeatedly predicted positive
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outcomes (Schaubroeck et al., 2011; Yang & Mossholder, 2010; Zhu et al., 2013). One
primary difference between cognition-based trust and affect-based trust is the
emotionality of internal processing by the individual. According to Lapointe et al. (2014,
p. 604), “Related evidence suggests that prior familiarity, open communication, perceived
concern, and helping behaviors are all related to increased levels of trust (De Jong et al.,
2007; Manigart et al., 2002; Webber, 2008).” Symbolic environments that display
familiar and matching ideology can help to facilitate trust in this manner. For example,
Catholic churches are each unique but contain many of the same ideological symbols. If a
member of that particular church visits another church within the same religion, the
symbols and defined worship structure can elicit familiarity The same principle applies to
police stations. Signs that say “protect and serve” can be found throughout different
precincts, and while the actor inside of the image may differ, the same ideological
message holds true. Thus, I hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1
H1a: Signalers who construct ideological symbolic environments will
elicit higher levels of affect based trust compared to signalers who
construct either comparative or isomorphic symbolic environments when
the signal observer’s ideology matches that of the symbolic environment
architect.
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Figure 2: The Moderating Effect of Political Affiliation

Comparative Symbolic Value
While ideological symbols are used to convey characteristics such as
righteousness or unity, other symbols are predicated on discrimination and social
stratification. Symbols that display comparative value, as described by Schanckenberg et
al. (2019), are:
Symbols that indicate superior characteristics or desirable traits (Fombrun
& Shanley, 1990; Wade et al., 2006) or above-average credibility and
goodwill (Elsbach, 1994). These symbols are often ascribed meanings that
provide answers to questions of “better or worse” and “superior or
inferior” based on criteria stakeholders find attractive. Accordingly,
symbols with comparative value often underlie perceptions of a positive
reputation, high status, or prestige (Coombs & Holladay, 2001; Kim et al.,
2007).
Prior to Schnackenberg et al.’s synthesis of comparative symbols, Goffman
(1951) hypothesized that symbols are the mechanism for which social judgment can
occur. Symbols that contain comparative value can be construed as “a sign of position
only if it is used with some regularity as a means of placing socially the person who
makes it” (Goffman, 1951, p. 295). In addition, Goffman (1951, p. 295) observed that
status symbols are better modes of communication than the “rights and duties” which
they denote. For a symbol to establish levels of status, similar symbols must be used as
the basis of judgement (Schnackenberg et al, 2019).
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Examples of comparative status can be found in the restaurant industry, auto
manufacturing, and the military. In the food and hospitality industry, restaurants that
obtain Michelin Stars are considered higher quality compared to the other restaurants
within the immediate proximity. Similarly, military officers who don a star are
recognized as having more authority than soldiers wearing chevrons. In the auto industry,
safety is considered highly desirable characteristic of a vehicle. Manufactures that obtain
five-star safety ratings by agencies such as the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, Kelly Blue Book, or AAA are considered superior choices for car
purchasers.
Symbolic Environments Constructed with Comparative Symbols
Symbolic environments containing comparative symbols are common within
organizations. Doors that display titles are the literal gateway to a purposefully
preconstructed comparative symbolic environment. From a symbolic management
perspective, environments that can elicit status perceptions may yield functional
advantages. Research by Zott and Huy (2007) concluded that the attainment of status
through symbolic action can facilitate additional resources for entrepreneurs. In addition,
a positive association with entities such as Google elevates the status of an organization
and can facilitate performance advantages (Johnson et al., 2005). If displays of
partnerships (plaques, pictures with employees from the prestigious company, or
endorsements by the prestigious company) create the perception of high status, functional
advantages may be realized when moving forward with the interaction or relationship.
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A higher comparative status can be achieved by means other than prestigious
awards or titles. Signalers can take a proactive approach to creating perceptions of high
status and prestige by displaying symbols that are expensive or difficult to achieve. High
end items are more than a display of individual personality, as social position can be
inferred through the taste for and acquisition of said items (Bourdieu, 1984). The time
and resources spent to acquire these symbols signals the high acquisition cost. Another
example of high acquisition cost can be found in higher education. Advanced degrees can
illicit prestige and stratification by an observer. Institutions such as Harvard and Yale are
associated with the term “Ivy League” which has become a narrative symbol that denotes
achievements in education compared to those from other universities. Further, status can
be derived from an individual's education (D’Aveni, 1990). Specifically, the quality of
education obtained helps construct the perception of professional expertise, higher
cognitive ability, and superior training (D’Aveni, 1996; Greenwood et al., 2019;
Hambrick & Mason, 1984,). Because primary organization stakeholders seek out optimal
gains, and optimal gains are perceived through high levels of prestige or capital
accumulation.
Legitimacy and Symbolic Environments
Legitimacy and reputation are considered important intangible assets for
organizational survival and performance (Rindova et al., 2005; Suchman, 1995;
Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Researchers have found that reputation and legitimacy,
while intangible assets, are key factors in gaining a sustained competitive advantage
(Miotto et al., 2020). These intangible assets are also key factors for competitive
differentiation (Miotto et al., 2020; Rindova et al., 2005; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002).
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This is at least partly due to the fact that well-reputed and legitimated institutions have
easier access to resources due to the fact that stakeholders trust them more than their
competitors (Abimbola & Vallaster, 2007; Czinkota et al., 2014; Fombrun & Shanley,
1990; Gotsi & Wilson, 2001; Miotto et al., 2020).
While legitimacy and reputation are two separate concepts, scholars use them
interchangeably (Kostova & Zaheer, 1999; Staw & Epstein, 2000). The most widely
accepted definition of reputation states that “the perceptual representation of past actions
and future expectations of a company … describes the firm’s overall appeal to all its key
constituents when compared with other rivals” (Fombrun, 1996, p. 72). Fombrum et al.
(2000) highlights the power of reputation due to it’s ability to reduce stakeholder
uncertainty and concerns. The reduced uncertainty facilitates an increase in trust, value,
differentiation, and product quality (Miotto et al., 2020).
Legitimacy is a crucial component for long-term success. Obtaining legitimacy
allows organizations to be viewed as credible and trustworthy, which in turn facilitates
access to resources necessary to operate (Alajoutsijarvi et al., 2015; Bitektine & Haack,
2015; Deephouse & Carter, 2005; Díez-Martín et al., 2013; Miotto et al., 2020; Patriotta
et al., 2011; Suchman, 1995; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Organizational research has
found that legitimacy is achieved when more value is generated than destroyed from the
view of all it’s stakeholders (Miotto et al., 2020). While researchers have identified how
the use of legitimacy can become a boon for those that achieve such status, a lack of
clarity and understanding around these variables still remains (Miotto et al., 2020).
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One important caveat to legitimacy is that the audiences must perceive
organizations to share the same beliefs, values, and behaviors (Mazerolle et al., 2014).
Feldman et al. (2014, p.344) found that “different stakeholders may have different
perceptions of an organization’s reputation which is always a comparative attribute
against a general and accepted standard (Deephouse & Carter, 2005).” It is here that
symbolic management can be effective. Organizations, or their agents, can create
symbolic environments in which observers see and internalize the superior comparative
value. Examples can include five-star hotels like the Ritz-Carlton where the art to the
dress attire signal prestige and class.
Suchman (1995) identified three main types of legitimacy. Pragmatic legitimacy
is primarily focused on the self-interests of the organization’s stakeholders. The second
type of legitimacy, moral, relates to the adherence of the law and “doing what is correct”
(Miotto et al., 2020, p. 344). The third type of legitimacy, cognitive, “relies on the spread
of knowledge about the firm’s structure, activities and the association to similar practices
of legitimated and well-known organizations” (Miotto et al., 2020, p. 344). Due to the
self-interest nature of pragmatic legitimacy, I propose the following:
Hypothesis 2
H2: Signalers who construct a comparative symbolic environment will
elicit higher levels of pragmatic legitimacy compared to signalers who
construct either ideological or isomorphic symbolic environments.
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Isomorphic Symbolic Value
The third type of symbolic value that symbols can convey consists of isomorphic
properties. Isomorphic symbols help observers determine cultural norms and expectations
and adhere to the expectations of comprehensibility and taken-for-grantedness (Suchman,
1995; Schnackenberg et al., 2019). According to Schnackenberg et al., (2019, p. 20):
Isomorphic symbolic value stems from qualities that are ascribed to the
symbol based on the context of its use (e.g., professional attire during a
formal business meeting). Unlike intrinsic and relative qualities ascribed
to ideological and comparative symbols, these (isomorphic) symbols are
ascribed meanings based on how they 'blend-in' with the surrounding
cultural environment.
The strategic use of isomorphic symbols can ward off stigma or aid in the evasion of
social scrutiny (Sutton and Callahan, 1987; Elsbach et al., 1998). For example, wearing a
black to a funeral can be perceived as an isomorphic symbol as black within the context
of a funeral is culturally appropriate and associated with mourning in many cultures.
The isomorphic value of a symbol is predicated on cultural norms and the
meaning ascribed is contextual. Displaying the same symbol in two different cultures can
lead to two different perceptions. For example, wearing a white dress to a wedding in the
United States is customary, while wearing white to a wedding in northern India is taboo
due to the color’s association with death. The fundamental distinction between
isomorphic symbols and comparative symbols is that “isomorphic value is determined
not by a comparison between the focal symbol and similar symbols (i.e., comparative
value), but by a comparison between the focal symbols and prevailing assumptions about
the adequacy of that symbol in the cultural context” (Schnackenberg et al., 2019, p. 20).
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Symbolic Environments Constructed with Isomorphic Symbols
The objective of isomorphic symbolic environments is different from the nature
of both ideological and comparative environments. Instead of using a symbol to “stand
out,” the focus is on using symbols that would display how the signaler can “fit in.”
Symbols with the most isomorphic value contain “contextual meanings that are ascribed
anticipated, implicitly expected, or acculturated qualities appear to be those with the most
isomorphic value” (Schnackenberg et al, 2019, p. 21). Examples provided by
Schnackenberg et al. (2019) include 10-K reports, business licenses, and symbols adopted
from professional constituents that signal to stakeholders their conformity to popular
modes of organizing (Westphal & Zajac, 1998; Zajac & Westphal, 1995).
Cognitive legitimacy and isomorphic symbols share similar properties. The value
of isomorphic symbols may be taken for granted. This characteristic is also present in
cognitive legitimacy which occurs later and “the practices become taken-for-granted as
the natural arrangement (Green, 2004).” My final hypothesis explores the sharing of the
taken-for-grantedness characteristic between cognitive legitimacy and isomorphic
symbolic environments:
Hypothesis 3
H3: Signalers who construct isomorphic symbolic environment will elicit
higher levels of cognitive legitimacy compared to signalers who construct
either ideological or comparative symbolic environments.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Chapter Two summarized literature pertaining to symbolic management,
symbolic value, symbolic environments, and signaling theory. In this chapter, I test my
hypothesis of perception creation through symbolic management by following a specific
path identified within the symbolic management literature (Figure 2). The purpose of my
study is to demonstrate that the use of symbolic management can cause different
perception creations in reference to the type of symbolic value displayed in a symbolic
environment. It is important to note that I chose to use the symbolic association approach
to symbolic management. My intent was not to create new symbols with new meanings
but use symbols with established meanings.
To test my hypotheses, I utilized a vertical path within symbolic management to
create the symbolic environments. In reference to ideological symbolic environments, the
use of the vertical path of symbolic management is prevalent throughout our society.
Examples include churches which incorporate several key ideological symbols within
their physical space (or symbolic created symbolic environment) and courthouses which
use the statue of Lady Justice to depict fairness. Also, the construction of the physical
space, specifically the juror’s section, is an example of ideological symbolic management
within a symbolic environment. This is a physical example of judgment by peers, similar
to the way a judge sits above the courtroom. Observations made from the real world were
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that ideological symbols tend to cluster in ideological spaces, perhaps to boost the
strength of the ideological value being conveyed. The same observation applies to both
comparative and isomorphic as well. For example, apartment complex offices often
display awards and articles from prominent local news sources that highlight how they
are superior to other complexes. This is done to show people touring the complex that
they are superior to their competition. They may also display promotions that include
discounts on rent to be economically competitive compared to other apartment
complexes. In reference to the final type of symbolic value, general offices tend to
display items that promote isomorphic value. These items may include plants, clocks, and
cubical walls that give spaces that “office feel” that is often taken-for-granted. The intent
was to use examples such as these to create environments that convey the intended
ideological value and to examine the effects of being exposed to these environments.
To test my hypothesis, I adapted a 2009 study conducted by Alter and Kwan
(2019) that explored how cognition and decision making was affected by culturally-laden
symbols. Alter and Kwan’s 2019 study was an adaptation of cultural priming by Hong et
al. (1997, 2000) and Trafimow et al. (1991). The authors conducted two pilot studies and
seven main studies to assess how exposure to symbols and symbolic environments. Alter
and Kwan (2019, p. 742) were successful in demonstrating that “familiar culturally-laden
cues sometimes prime people within one cultural milieu to make so-called extracultural
judgments.”
To capture the eff7ects of symbols and symbolic environments, an experimental
vignette methodology (EVM) approach pioneered by Aguinis and Bradley (2014) was
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adopted for this study. EVM consists of two major types: either those assessing explicit
or those assessing implicit processes and outcomes. One important characteristic of the
EVM methodology is that researchers can include videos, images, and other media
(Hughes & Huby, 2002). The EVM format was chosen for the three different video
conditions in this study. A vignette type format was chosen due the ability to provide “a
short, carefully constructed description of a person, object, or situation, representing a
systematic combination of characteristics’’ (Atzmuller et al., 2010, p. 128).
Two approaches were used in the main study to assess the effects of the symbolic
environments. For Hypothesis 1, I decided to not only look at the effects across
conditions, but also to focus on how political alignment moderates the relationship
between ideological symbolic environments and affect-based trust. The reason for doing
this is to explore the creation of symbolic value within the individual observing the
environment. I specifically chose political alignment for two reasons. First, the symbols
within a given political party have fixed meanings. Second, within the United States,
there has been a polarization of the American people in terms of political parties. The
ideological value of not only the symbols but the political party itself is relatively fixed in
relation to a cross-sectional study. To test Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3, I decided to
look across the different types of symbolic value. I chose this in order to explore the
generalized effects of a particular type of symbolic value.
Pre-Study
Since the meaning of symbols is socially constructed, I conducted a Pre-Study to
assess the universal nature of each symbol and to select the five symbols to use in my
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vignette. The intent was to determine if the chosen symbols conveyed the intended
symbolic value – ideological, comparative, or isomorphic. Each symbol was chosen using
characteristics identified through different bodies of literature (Table 1). The Pre-Study
was conducted using Amazon MTURK. A total of 171 participants (47% female) were
surveyed. The mean age was 43 years (SD = 11.14) and ranged from 22 to 70 years old.
The sample consisted of predominantly White Caucasian (83%) followed by Asian (6%)
and Hispanic (4%).
Table 1: Articles Referring to Symbolic Value
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Source: Schnackenberg et al., 2019

Participants were briefed that the nature of the study would be to assess what a
symbol means to them. After agreeing to participate, each participant was shown one
symbol at a time and asked to answer three questions: To what degree does this image
convey an ideology or ideological purpose? To what degree does this image convey
prestige or status? To what extent would you expect to see an image like this one in an
office? Answers were recorded on a seven-point Likert-type scale. Each symbol
evaluated contained all three questions to assess if a symbol not only possessed the
specific symbolic value intended, but if in addition more than one type of symbolic value
was interpreted by the observer. This principle was key in isolating symbols that only
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predominantly conveyed one type of symbolic value. Participants were shown a total of
45 symbols—15 ideological, 15 comparative, and 15 isomorphic in nature. After
answering the questions pertaining to the last image, an attention check asked the
participant “Which one of the answers listed was one of the ratings you were asked to
give about an image?” with the correct answer being “To what degree does this image
convey an ideology or ideological purpose?” The survey concluded after the attention
check.
A descriptive analysis was conducted for each symbol. Symbols that would be
selected to create the intended symbolic environment were chosen based on two criteria:
1) The highest mean score of the intended type of symbolic value and 2) the largest
disparity between the intended type of symbolic value and the other types of symbolic
value. The mean score for the five symbols chosen for the ideological room (2, 7, 9, 11,
and 14) was 5.87 (see Appendices for all symbols included in the pre-study). The
symbols selected for the comparative room (20, 22, 23, 28, and 29) had a mean score of
5.72. The symbols chosen to create the isomorphic room (36, 38, 41, 43, 44) had a mean
of 6.30. To compare the means between the three different symbolic environment
conditions, a t-test analysis was conducted. The differences between the means were
significant at p < .001.
Main Study Research Design and Procedure
Having identified symbols in the Pre-Study that conveyed the specific intended
symbolic value, I subsequently created three symbolic environments displaying either
ideological, comparative, or isomorphic value. Great care was taken to ensure
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participants could not identify the gender, race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation of the
office owner.
Prior to the experiment, participants were read the purpose of the study. Deceit
was chosen as to not artificially bring attention to the symbols in the symbolic
environment. The informed consent briefed participants that the purpose of the study
would be to help assess the quality of virtual meetings with the intent to compare the
results to in-person meetings. The research was conducted via one survey but contained
three separate conditions. Each respondent answered the same demographic questions.
Following the demographic section, each participant was randomly assigned one of three
video vignettes to view. Each vignette contained a specific type of symbolic environment
(ideological, comparative, or isomorphic). All video vignettes were one minute and thirty
seconds and contained symbols chosen from the Pre-Study. Two orchestrated events were
added to each video to help keep the participants attention. Approximately 0:45 seconds
into the video, the camera shakes a bit for approximately three seconds. At 1:15, a door
can be heard closing in the background. The video ends after 1:30. A randomizer function
was added to the video vignettes section of the survey through Qualtrics. Following the
assigned vignette, each participant was asked the same questions pertaining to the
dependent variables.
The first video vignette condition contained an ideological symbolic environment
constructed using symbols from the Pre-Study and was presented after the demographic
questions. Similarly, the second vignette video condition contained a comparative
symbolic environment, and the third vignette video condition contained the isomorphic
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symbolic environment. The randomizer function determined which video vignette was
shown to each participant. Prior to ending the survey, an attention check question (to be
discussed in more detail below) and fake connection statement were reviewed. The fake
connection was to close the loop on the false premise of meeting a virtual business host.
After choosing to connect to a business host, a debrief was displayed and the true premise
of the study was revealed to the participant. The entire survey averaged 12 minutes in
duration.
Sample
Participants were recruited from four universities located within the United States
and included undergraduate, graduate, and post-graduate students. Business program
directors were contacted at each institution and administrators were responsible for
distributing the online survey. Students from these institutions were asked to complete
the online survey under the premise of evaluating virtual meetings. Each student was
randomly assigned a condition through the Qualtrics website. Students were not paid or
enticed to participate in the study and participation was strictly voluntary. Data was
collected using Qualtrics to maintain the anonymity of the respondents.
Dependent Variables
Affect and Cognition-Based Trust. The Managerial Interpersonal Trust
instrument was used to measure both affect and cognition-based trust (McAllister, 1995).
Responses were recorded on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from “Strongly
Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” The affect-based trust scale consists of five items (α =
.96) and included questions such as “I believe I could talk freely to this business host
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about difficulties I am having at work and know that (s)he will want to listen.” The
cognition-based trust scale consists of six items (α = .92) with questions such as “If
people knew more about this business host and his/her background, they would be more
concerned and monitor his/her performance more closely.”
Pragmatic, Cognitive, and Moral Legitimacy. Legitimacy was measured using an
instrument created by Alexiou and Wiggins (2019). Responses for each scale were
recorded using a seven-point Likert scale. Pragmatic legitimacy consists of three items (α
= .92) and includes “I believe the activities of this business host benefit their immediate
stakeholders.” Cognitive legitimacy was measured using three items (α = .87) and
included questions such as “It is difficult to imagine a world in which this business host
did not exist.” The final dimension of legitimacy, moral, was measured using a six-item
scale (α = .93). Items included “If more business hosts adopted policies and procedures
like this business host, the world would be a better place.”
Control Variables
Ideological Symbolic Environment. To bring cohesion to the symbols and test
Hypothesis 1, I constructed an ideological symbolic environment based on the values of
the republican party. I researched images of Republican Congressmen and
Congresswomen’s offices, visited the official Republican Party webpage, and canvassed
Fox News pieces for symbols pertaining to the Republican Party. Symbols 2, 7, 9, 11, and
14 were chosen for inclusion in the ideological symbolic environment from the PreStudy. The five symbols were subsequently purchased or created to match the symbols
selected from the Pre-Study.
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Figure 3: Condition 1 Ideological Symbolic Environment

Comparative Symbolic Environment. To test Hypothesis 2, I constructed a
comparative symbolic environment using five symbols selected from the Pre-Study.
Similar to the ideological symbolic environment, I researched the offices of prominent
CEO’s, successful businessmen, and society influencers. Symbols 20, 22, 23, 28, and 29
were subsequently chosen, purchased, and created to construct the comparative symbolic
environment.

43

Figure 4: Condition 2 Comparative Symbolic Environment

Isomorphic Symbolic Environment. Hypothesis 3 explored the effects of
isomorphic symbolic environments. Symbols 36, 38, 41, 43, and 44 were chosen to
construct a symbolic environment with high levels of isomorphism. This main
characteristic included in this symbolic environment included the “taken for granted”
property of isomorphism. I researched images of offices on Google as well as canvased
offices in person to understand the types of items included in everyday workspaces.
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Figure 5: Condition 3 Isomorphic Symbolic Environment

Attention Check. Recognizing the length of the study, an attention check was
added close to the end of the survey. The question stated: “The host was present in my
video.” Since the host is fictitious in nature, no host was present in any of the video
vignettes. The question was inserted prior to the debrief of the true nature of the study. A
total of seven participants were removed from the final analysis due to failing the
attention check. A total of 123 participants were included in the data analysis.
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CHAPTER IV: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Analysis and Findings
A descriptive analysis was conducted to first assess the data (Table 2). The mean
age of the participants was 42 years old with an age range of 22 to 71 years. The sample
included undergraduate (72%), graduate (26%), and post-graduate (2%) students.
Participants were nearly evenly divided with 64 males and 57 females. The ethnicity of
participants was predominantly White (81%) followed by African American (9%) or
Asian (6%) students. Political affiliation included 86 Democrats and 35 Republicans.
Respondents were geographically located in the Northeast (20%), Southeast (22%),
Midwest (30%) and West (28%) regions. The mean income fell between $14,000 to
$53,700. Lastly, the religion of participants was primarily Agnostic (27%) followed by
Protestant (15%) or Atheist (14%). In addition, a correlation analysis was conducted.
Interestingly, political affiliation was found to have a significant correlation with affectbased trust. This relationship between these two variables will be further examined
below.
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Variables
Mean
s.d.
1
1 Age
41.64
10.5
1
2 Gender
.47
.5
.083
3 Ethnicity
4.31
1.6
.120
4 Location
2.66
1.1
-.099
5 Political Affiliation
.29
.46
.023
6 Income
1.72
1.02
.030
7 Religion
4.08
2.87
.085
8 Education level
1.29
.49
-.038
9 Condition 1 Ideological
.31
.47
-.004
10 Condition 2 Comparative
.36
.48
-.006
11 Condition 3 Isomorphic
.33
.47
.010
12 Cognition-Based Trust
4.33
1.3
.079
13 Affect-Based Trust
3.68
1.53
.070
14 Pragmatic Legitimacy
4.62
1.29
.073
15 Moral Legitimacy
4.16
1.4
.131
16 Cognitive Legitimacy
3.85
1.44
.048
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

2
.083
1
-.009
.020
-.091
-.147
.042
-.017
-.103
.026
.076
-.086
-.099
-.144
-.030
.082

3
.120
-.009
1
-.010
.161
.055
-.386**
.096
.023
-.049
.027
-.146
-.131
.044
-.057
-.213*

4
-.099
.020
-.010
1
-.136
-.019
.068
.076
-.068
.136
-.072
.067
-.40
-.093
-.025
-.067

5
.023
-0091
.161
-1.36
1
.177
.052
-.005
-.157
-.093
-.061
.102
.217*
.077
.178
.123

6
.030
-.147
.055
-.019
.177
1
.002
.231*
.205*
-.186*
-.013
.184*
.167
.161
.149
.152

7
.085
.042
-.386**
.068
.052
.002
1
.012
.043
-.034
-.008
.153
.147
.060
.085
.098

8
-.038
-.017
.096
.076
-.005
.231*
.012
1
-.073
.055
.015
-.151
-.121
-.144
-.203*
-.160

9
-.004
-.103
.023
-.068
.157
.205*
.043
-.073
1
-.502**
-.475**
-.021
.072
.008
-.071
.097

10
-.006
.026
-.049
.136
-.093
-.186*
-.034
.055
-.502**
1
-.522**
.018
-.083
.177
-.054
-.024

Table 2: Correlation Between Variables
11
.010
.076
.027
-.072
-.061
-.013
-.008
.015
-.475**
-.522**
1
.002
.013
-.187*
.124
-.071

12
.079
.347
-.146
-.067
.102
.184*
.153
-.151
-.021
.018
.002
1
.802**
.724**
.738**
.699**

13
.070
.278
-.131
-.040
.217*
.167
.147
-.121
.072
-.083
.013
.802**
1
.523**
.760**
.794**

14
.073
.115
.044
-.093
.077
.161
.060
-.144
.008
.177
-.187*
.724**
.523**
1
.682**
.451**

15
.131
.743
-.057
-.025
.178
.149
.085
-.203*
-.071
-.054
.124
.738**
.760**
.682**
1
.609**

16
.048
.371
-.213*
-.067
.123
.152
.098
-.160
.097
-.024
-.071
.699**
.794**
.451**
.609**
1

Hypothesis 1
In order to test Hypothesis 1, a Two-way 3x2 ANOVA analysis was conducted
using three video vignettes and two political affiliations to which a participant most
closely aligns. As Table 3 shows, the analysis finds a significant interaction effect
between video condition and political affiliation.
Table 3: Hypothesis 1 ANOVA Model

Table 4 breaks down the analysis by condition. There was a significant effect on
affect-based trust when observers with a particular ideology observed a condition, F(2,
11.43) = 5.14, p = .006. Hypothesis 1 appears to be supported with the highest mean
score reported in the ideological condition, 4.03, p = .000 < .05; however, it is unclear as
to how the alignment of ideology (political value) effects these results.
Table 4: Hypothesis 1 Analysis by Condition

A Pairwise Comparisons analysis was conducted to understand the moderating
effects of political affiliation (see Table 5). The planned contrast analysis revealed that
participants who identified as republican had the highest mean score, 4.93, and the
difference between this mean and the mean for democrat respondents (3.12), -1.81, was
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statistically significant (p = .000 < .05 (Table 6). While the original ANOVA analysis
revealed that the ideological condition yielded the highest levels of affect-based trust, it is
specifically those that those participants that have the same political ideology. Thus,
Hypothesis 1 is supported.
Table 5: Hypothesis 1 Pairwise Comparisons

Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 aimed to explore the effects of comparative symbolic environments
on pragmatic legitimacy scores. I expected to see higher levels of cognition-based trust
when exposed to a comparative room as compared to those participants exposed to the
ideological or isomorphic rooms. While the comparative symbolic environment yielded
higher mean scores (4.92) than ideological (4.63) or isomorphic symbolic environments
(4.28) a One-way ANOVA analysis yielded statistically insignificant results, F(2,118) =
2.69, p = .072.
Table 6: Political Affiliation Planned Contrast Mean Scores

A planned contrast analysis was conducted to further explore the effects of the
comparative symbolic value environment. Table 7 below depicts the values obtained by
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the analysis. The results yielded a significant result between Condition 2 and Condition 3,
t = 2.29, p = .025. For these reasons, Hypothesis 2 is supported.
Table 7: Hypothesis 2 Planned Contrast Analysis

Hypothesis 3
The final hypothesis examined isomorphic symbolic environments and their
effects on cognitive legitimacy. Because of the “taken-for-granted” nature of cognitive
legitimacy (Alexiou & Wiggins, 2019), I expected to see higher levels reported for those
participants exposed to the isomorphic symbolic environment. A One-way ANOVA
analysis was conducted to examine the effects of the isomorphic environment on
participants. Surprisingly, the lowest mean scores were reported by participants in the
isomorphic symbolic environment (3.70) compared both the ideological (4.05) and
comparative conditions (3.80). Additionally, the analysis did not yield statistically
significant results (p = .543), and thus Hypothesis 3 is unsupported.
Additional Findings
One additional finding that is noteworthy came in reference to the last question of
the survey. This question asked participants to state the gender of the symbolic
environment architect. The scale included the following choices: male (0), female (1),
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Non-binary (2), and Prefer not to say (3) Participants overwhelmingly believed that the
creator of the ideological environment was male with a mean of .00. A one-way ANOVA
was conducted to analyze the effects of each symbolic environment on gender
assumption. Since the results were significant at p < .001, I conducted a post-hoc Tukey’s
analysis. A significant difference was recorded between Conditions 1 and 3 (p < .001)
and Conditions 2 and 3 (p < .001). Results showed that a majority of participants believed
that the comparative symbolic environment creator was also male with a mean of .37 (p <
.001). In contrast to the other two rooms, participants believed that a female orchestrated
the creation of the isomorphic symbolic environment with a mean of 1.22 (p < .001)
suggesting that females may be less likely to display ideological and comparative forms
of symbolic value in their workspace.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION
Summary and Theoretical Implications
The purpose of this dissertation was to create a symbolic environment and to use
symbolic management to test the effects of different types of symbolic value. The finding
that adds to symbolic management literature comes from the Pre-Study. This study is the
first to take the definitions created by Schnackenberg et al. (2019), create symbols using
those identified characteristics, and test to see if the intended type of symbolic value was
actually perceived by observers. Subsequently, this is the first study that affirms that the
definitions created by Schnackenberg et al. (2019) can successfully be used to transmit an
intended type of symbolic value.
Hypothesis 1 examined how matching political ideology moderates the
relationship between ideological symbolic environment and affect-based trust. The
analysis yielded higher levels of affect-based trust when political ideology matched.
These findings add to existing symbolic management in four ways. First, this is the only
study to date that uses symbolic environments to demonstrate that symbolic value
creation is a function of the individual’s values. Second, this builds the foundation for
priming research using symbolic management. Third, this opens the door to future
research about the mental fit of the symbol observer. Fourth, the successful application of
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the vertical path within symbolic management can serve as a template for researchers
moving forward who wish to use this approach to testing.
Hypothesis 2 aimed to explore how different symbolic environments affected
levels of pragmatic legitimacy. An analysis revealed significant differences in pragmatic
legitimacy score between environments containing comparative and isomorphic symbols
and thus Hypothesis 2 was supported. This finding adds to symbolic management
literature by demonstrating that the management path chosen also has an effect on
symbol observers.
Hypothesis 3 examined the “taken-for-grantedness” relationship between
cognitive legitimacy and isomorphic symbolic value. While both cognitive legitimacy
and the created isomorphic symbolic environment share this similar characteristic, the
analysis concluded insignificant results between the three different types of symbolic
environments. Several possible reasons may exist as to why the analysis yielded
insignificant results. First, as identified by Green (2004), cognitive legitimacy occurs
later than moral or pragmatic legitimacy. In terms of my study, I aimed to instantaneously
create a perception and measure the type of legitimacy that occurs the latest. This
generates a unique query: Can cognitive legitimacy be instantaneously created and crosssectionally measured?
One additional finding that was not part of the initial study but was discovered
during data analysis was the gender perception created by symbolic environment
observers. Both ideological and comparative symbolic environments were believed to be
created by males, while participants believe that females created the isomorphic symbolic
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environment. This finding opens the door for research to explore the role gender plays in
symbolic management.
Implications for Practice
The use of symbols has become both knowingly and unknowingly common
practice in modern day society. Organizational leaders to frontline employees display
symbols either as an extension of themselves or to gain favor with symbol observers. The
findings from this dissertation can serve as a guide to the consequences of displaying
specific types of symbolic value. Those organizational members wishing to express
political views can gain favor with certain groups, but only if those groups’ values are of
similar alignment. Employees, especially CEOs, would be wise to monitor their
expression of political ideology. As the United States becomes more polarized,
organizational members interacting with new audiences should maintain either political
neutrality or ambiguity when political affiliation is unknown.
Past researchers have demonstrated the positive effects of achieving affect-based
trust. Research by Ng and Chua (2006) showed that affect-based trust increases
cooperation. The results from their study, combined with the findings from this study, can
be used as a roadmap for increasing cooperation through the use of ideological symbolic
environments. Also, managers who wish to influence feedback-seeking behavior could
combine the results with this study and those of Choi et al. (2014). The research
conducted by Choi et al. (2014) found affect-based trust in supervisors positively
influenced the employees’ feedback-seeking behavior through decreasing the perceived
value of feedback-seeking behavior. Managers should consider creating ideological
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symbolic environments with the aim of increasing affect-based trust, thus positively
influencing employees’ feedback-seeking behavior.
Limitations of the Study
Originally the study was designed to be an in-person experiment, but due to
current conditions was adapted to be an online study. The characteristics and definitions
constructed by Schnackenberg et al. were synthesized about observations made in-person.
Little research has been conducted as to whether observers internalize symbols created
with a specific purpose the same way when viewing these symbols through a video
medium. Additionally, another limitation was the number of participants recruited to the
study. A total of 121 people participated in the study. In addition, the study was crosssectional in nature. While the ambiguity in research opened for the door for possible
effects to occur between the symbolic environments and dependent variables (specifically
cognitive legitimacy), the single point of measurement was a limitation to this study.
Lastly, while several universities agreed to participate in this study, there were no
methods in place to track respondent’s location and the response rate. And the majority
were undergraduate students, who may have less interaction with managers and business
practices in general.
Suggestions for Future Research
My research provides support that people can create symbols with a specific
ideology and can use them to influence the perception created of themselves. As stated,
these symbols were created with definitions based on in-person observations. Future
research should examine the similarities and differences of observations made when
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viewing symbols both in-person and online. Similarly, research should examine the
cumulative effect of utilizing multiple symbols within the same space. One assumption
made during this dissertation was the symbols chosen for inclusion in one specific
symbolic environment cumulatively displayed the intended type of symbolic value.
Future research should explore both the cumulative effects of one type of symbol and the
cumulative effects of different combinations of symbolic value in one symbolic
environment. Additionally, researchers should create a study that builds on the
comparative symbolic room finding and see if additional resources can indeed be
facilitated through the use of comparative symbolic environments.
One of the main components of this study was the relationship between mental fit
between symbolic management and symbolic management outcomes. Future research
should examine other possible sources of mental fit including the role of income and
gender. While income was included in the study, there were not enough participants in
each income bracket to conduct a robust analysis (a total of six participants fell into the
highest income bracket). A repeat of this study including more participants in each
income bracket would lend insight as to whether income is the missing piece for
comparative symbolic value to be internalized. Further research could be conducted to
assess whether mental fit could also be a mediating variable.
Symbolic management is a broad and encompassing domain (Westphal and Park,
2020). While this study incorporates different bodies of literature (symbolic management,
architecture, anthropology, hospitality) several other domains could benefit from these
findings. This study can serve as the bridge between these different domains.
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Architecture and interior design literature can begin to use the terminology established
and tested through this study. Additionally, anthropologists can examine different forms
of mental fit embedded within a given culture.
Conclusion
Symbols have become a staple for organizational and self-expression. My study
found that symbolic management can be utilized to create specific symbols that display
an intended type of symbolic value. In turn, these symbols can be combined to create a
symbolic environment that can influence perceptions created of the environment creator.
Additionally, I found that ideological and comparative symbolic environments are
perceived to be created by males. In contrast, females were believed to have created
isomorphic symbolic environments. Implications from this work have the immense
potential to understand, manage, and change practices of symbol use. Within symbolic
management, this study is the first step to understanding how mental fit can play a role in
internalizing the value of symbols. My hope is that this work opens the door within
symbolic management to understand how symbols play a part in perception creation, and
more importantly, makes people aware of the intended and unintended consequences that
may arise from their use.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Informed Consent
You are invited to participate in a research study of “The Digital Age: An
Exploration of Virtual Meetings versus In-Person Meetings.”. We seek to understand the
similarities and differences in meeting quality between virtual and in-person meetings.
The purpose of this study is to study those nuances of virtual meetings versus in-person
meetings with intent to discover if virtual meetings are similar to in-person meetings in
regard to quality. You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you
are enrolled as a student at the University of Denver.
If you decide to participate, please understand your participation is voluntary
and you have the right to withdraw and discontinue participation at any time without
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The alternative is not
to participate. If you decide to participate, complete the following survey. Your
completion of this survey indicates your consent to participate in this research study. The
survey is designed to simulate a virtual business meeting. It will take about twenty
minutes to complete. You will be asked to answer questions about your experience with
the simulated business meeting host, to include the quality, personability, trust in, and
connection to the individual. No benefits accrue to you for answering the survey, but your
responses will be used to created guidelines for best practices when using virtual
meetings in place in-person meetings. Any discomfort or inconvenience to you may
include stress related to meeting an unknown individual but is not expected to be any
greater that anything you encounter in everyday life. Data will be collected using the
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Internet; no guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the
Internet by any third party. Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by
the technology used.
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your future
relationships with the University of Denver. If you decide to participate, you are free to
stop at any time; you may also skip questions if you don't want to answer them or you
may choose not to return the survey.
Please feel free to ask questions regarding this study. You may contact me if you
have additional questions, concerns, or complaints about the study you may contact CJ
Thomas, PhD Candidate, by email at cj.thomas@edu or by phone (XXX) XXX-XXXX.
Additionally, you may contact Daniel Baack, PhD, Associate Professor of Marketing, by
email at dbaack@du.edu or (XXX) XXX-XXXX.
If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have any
concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a
participant, please contact the University of Denver (DU) Institutional Review Board to
speak to someone independent of the research team at (XXX) XXX-XXXX, or email at
IRBAdmin@du.edu.
`De-identified data from this study may be shared with the research community at large
to advance science and health. We will remove or code any personal information that
could identify you before files are shared with other researchers to ensure that, by current
scientific standards and known methods, no one will be able to identify you from the
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information we share. Despite these measures, we cannot guarantee anonymity of your
personal data.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Christopher J. Thomas,
Ph.D. Candidate
University of Denver, Daniels College of Business

Daniel Baack
Associate Professor of Marketing
University of Denver, Daniels College of Business

By clicking the link below, I confirm that I have read this form and decided that I
will participate in the project described above. Its general purposes, the particulars of
involvement, and possible risks and inconveniences have been explained to my
satisfaction. I understand that I can discontinue participation at any time. My consent also
indicates that I am at least 18 years of age. [Please feel free to print a copy of this consent
form.]
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Appendix B: Instruments
Demographics
Demographics
1. What is your age?
2. Please indicate your gender.
3. What is your ethnicity/race?
4. In which part of the United States do you currently reside?
5. Please select the political party with which you most closely align.
6. Please select the appropriate income bracket for your 2020 earnings.
7. What is your religion?
8. What is the highest level of education you have completed or are currently enrolled
in?
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Dependent Variables
All scales utilize a seven point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly
agree.

Pragmatic Legitimacy Scale
1. In general, I believe this business host would create value for it’s stakeholders.
2. I believe the policies of business host like this one cater to the interests of his/her
shareholders.
3.

I believe the activities of this business host benefit their immediate stakeholders.

Moral Legitimacy Scale
1. In general, the public would approve of this business host's policies and
procedures.
2. Most people would consider this business host's practices to be moral.
3. The way this business host operates promotes the common good.
4. This business host is concerned with meeting acceptable standards for ethical
behavior in their field.
5. This business host's policies seem appropriate.
6. If more business hosts adopted policies and procedures like this business host, the
world would be a better place.
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Cognitive Legitimacy Scale
1. I believe this business host is necessary.
2. In general, business hosts like this one provide an essential function.
3. It is difficult to imagine a world in which this business host did not exist.

Cognition-Based Trust Scale
1. This business host approaches his/her job with professionalism and dedication.
2. Given this business host's track record, I see no reason to doubt his/her
competence and preparation for the job.
3. I can rely on this business host not to make my job more difficult by careless
work.
4. Most people, even those who aren't close friends of this business host, trust and
respect him/her at work.
5. Other work associates of mine who must interact with this business host consider
him/her to be trustworthy.
6. If people knew more about this business host and his/her background, they would
be more concerned and monitor his/her performance more closely.

Affect-Based Trust Scale
1. I believe we would have a sharing relationship where I could freely share my
ideas, feelings, and hopes.
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2. I believe I could talk freely to this business host about difficulties I am having at
work and know that (s)he will want to listen.
3. We would both feel a sense of loss if one of us was transferred to another business
host and we could no longer work together.
4. If I shared my problems with this business host, I know (s)he would respond
constructively and caringly.
5. I would have to say that this business host and I would have both made
considerable emotional investments in our working relationship.

Manipulation Check
1. The host was present in my video.
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Appendix C: Pre-Study Symbols
Symbol 1: Family Portrait

Symbol 2: American Flag Display
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Symbol 3: Motivational Poster

Symbol 4: American Red Cross Volunteer Display
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Symbol 5: Democrat Donkey

Symbol 6: Bust of Abraham Lincoln
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Symbol 7: Republican Elephant

Symbol 8: Wounded Veteran Prosthetic
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Symbol 9: Lady Justice Statue

Symbol 10: Black Lives Matter Sign
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Symbol 11: All Live Matter Sign

Symbol 12: Gay Pride Desk Flag
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Symbol 13: Monk Immolation Picture

Symbol 14: Christian Cross
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Symbol 15: The Quran

Symbol 16: Founder Desk Plate
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Symbol 17: Five Star Google Review Display

Symbol 18: 2020 Business Award
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Symbol 19: Ivy League Diploma

Symbol 20: Yacht
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Symbol 21: Sales Award

Symbol 22: Babe Ruth Baseball
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Symbol 23: Mansion

Symbol 24: Drink Set
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Symbol 25: Decorative Telescope

Symbol 26: Dom Perignon
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Symbol 27: CEO Business Card

Symbol 28: Sports Car
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Symbol 29: Bit Coin Display

Symbol 30: Autographed Sports Illustrated Cover
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Symbol 31: Better Business Bureau Accreditation

Symbol 32: Stapler
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Symbol 33: Pencil Holder

Symbol 34: LikedIn Sign
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Symbol 35: Potted Plant

Symbol 36: Clock
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Symbol 37: Desk Light

Symbol 38: Cork Board
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Symbol 39: Office Desk Phone

Symbol 40: Office Binders
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Symbol 41: Dry Erase Board

Symbol 42: Notepad and Pencil
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Symbol 43: Tape Dispenser

Symbol 44: Business Card Holder
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Symbol 45: Office Shelves
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